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Sir: 

Please enter the following Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer dated 
November 18,2010. 
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I. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 20 are the claims on appeal. 
Claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 20 are rejected. 
Claims 2, 3, 7, 9, 15 and 19 are cancelled. 
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II. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Appellants request review of the following grounds of rejection on appeal: 



1) Whether claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 20 are unpatentable under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,526,335 to 
Treyz, et al. (referred to hereinafter as "Treyz") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
7,093,194 to Nelson (referred to hereinafter as "Nelson") and further in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,91 1,776 to Guck (referred to hereinafter as "Guck"). 
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III. ARGUMENTS 

A. Whether claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 20 are unpatentable under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Treyz in view of Nelson and further in 
view of Guck. 

a. Claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 20 
Appellants reiterate all of the arguments set forth in the Appeal Brief filed September 8, 

2010. 

At the outset, Appellants note that the Office inadvertently noted in the Final Office 
Action dated April 8, 2010 that claim 4 was cancelled. However, Appellants had not cancelled 
claim 4, and indeed listed claim 4 in the claims appendix in the Appeal Brief filed September 8, 
2010. As claim 4 depends from claim 1 , and had originally been rejected with claim 1 in the 
non-final Office Action, Appellants arc including claim 4 in the discussion of the instant 
rejection. 

In the Examiner's Answer dated November 18, 2010, the Office asserts that Col. 35, 
lines 54-60, Col. 37, lines 34-54, and Fig. 33 of Treyz discuss providing fleet managers access to 
specific vehicle data about different drivers, where the data can be placed under password 
control to protect the privacy of the user. 

Treyz does discuss providing driver information to both the driver and to a fleet manager. 
However, Treyz does not discuss parsing and retrieving the information based upon the 
requesting client's status in a status based hierarchy. Treyz discusses that "the monitoring party 
may be provided with information. . ." (see Col. 35, lines 50-53) and that the monitoring 
arrangement "may be used with any driver and monitoring entity" (see Col. 35, lines 54-55). 
The dispensing of information in Treyz seems to be based upon whether the requesting entity is 
the user of the automobile personal computer and whether requesting entity is a monitoring 
entity. This is not inherently equivalent to a status based hierarchy, especially since both of these 
parties seem to have access to the same individual vehicle information. This is illustrated at Col. 
37, lines 49-54, which discusses that the drivers in the fleet and the fleet manager have access to 
"the information." The only distinction made by Treyz regarding access is that the fleet manager 
may have access to multiple drivers' information, and a single driver may have access to his/her 
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information alone. This access is based upon the fact that the fleet manager is the monitoring 
party, not because the fleet manager has some specific position in a pre-set hierarchy. As such, 
the Appellants again disagree with the Office's conclusions about Treyz. 

Appellants also disagree with the Office's conclusions about Nelson. In the Examiner's 
Answer, the Office states that Nelson teaches, in part, building a data format template based 
upon an in-place status based hierarchy. The Office cites portions of Nelson that discuss that a 
manager can create a report of sales per geographic region or that a plant manager can create a 
report listing current inventory levels. The template in Appellants' claims is a data format 
template for client device classes, where the templates are based upon the status based hierarchy. 
Nelson does not discuss templates for specific devices which are based upon specific statuses, 
but rather discusses that users can access, analyze, and create personal views of information 
(emphasis added, see Col. 3, lines 29-31). Nelson does not teach or suggest that a user is limited 
to any particular template when creating his/her reports, let alone templates that are based upon 
an in-place status based hierarchy. For these additional reasons, it is submitted that the 
combination of the references also fails to teach or even suggest building a data format template 
based upon a status based hierarchy. 

For all the reasons stated above, it is submitted that Appellants' invention as defined in 
independent claims 1, 14 and 20, as well as in those claims depending therefrom, is not 
anticipated, taught or rendered obvious by the cited references, and patentably defines over the 
art of record. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

The Appellants again respectfully submit that claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 20 as 
currently pending fully satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §§ 102, 103 and 1 12. Accordingly, 
Appellants respectfully request that the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences find for the 
Appellants and reverse the rejection of each of Appellants' claims 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10-14, 16-18 and 
20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable by Treyz in view of Nelson and further in 
view of Guck. In view of the foregoing, favorable consideration and passage to issue of the 
present application is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

DIERKER & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 

/Julia Church Dierker/ 
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